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PER CURIAM:

Robert Lee Reid pled guilty without a plea agreement to two counts of theft of
firearms from a federal firearms licensee (“FFL”) in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(u),
(2012), aiding and abetting the theft of firearms from a FFL in violation of 18 U.S.C.
8 922(u), and aiding and abetting the possession of stolen firearms in violation of 18
U.S.C. 8922(j). The district court sentenced him to 57 months in prison. On appeal,
Reid argues that his sentence is substantively unreasonable because the district court
imposed a sentence that is longer than necessary to comply with the factors stated in 18
U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2) and substantially longer than the sentence of his codefendant.

“We review criminal sentences for reasonableness using an abuse of discretion
standard.” United States v. Shephard, 892 F.3d 666, 670 (4th Cir. 2018). We review
sentences for both procedural reasonableness and substantive reasonableness. United
States v. Blue, 877 F.3d 513, 517 (4th Cir. 2017). Reid does not argue that his sentence is
procedurally unreasonable. “A sentencing court must impose a sentence sufficient, but
not greater than necessary, to serve the purposes of the Guidelines and factors
enumerated in 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a).” United States v. Bolton, 858 F.3d 905, 915 (4th Cir.
2017) (internal quotation marks omitted). In reviewing the substantive reasonableness of
a sentence, “we look to the totality of the circumstances to determine whether the district
court abused its discretion in applying the standards set out in Section 3553(a)(2).”
United States v. Bollinger, 798 F.3d 201, 221 (4th Cir. 2015). Sentences that are within
or below the properly-calculated Guidelines range are presumptively substantively

reasonable. The presumption of reasonableness “can only be rebutted by showing that
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the sentence is unreasonable when measured against the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors.”
United States v. Vinson, 852 F.3d 333, 357-58 (4th Cir. 2017) (internal quotation marks
omitted).

After reviewing the record, we are not persuaded that the district court abused its
discretion in imposing Reid’s sentence. The district court thoroughly discussed the
applicable §3553(a) factors before imposing his within-Guidelines sentence.
Accordingly, Reid’s sentence is presumptively substantively reasonable, and he does not
rebut this presumption. To the extent that Reid argues that there was an improper
disparity between his sentence and that of his codefendant, we conclude such argument is
without merit.

We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



